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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to Applicant's Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) filed on 12/3/2004. Claim 72 is added. Claims 1-72 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to independent claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject nriatter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-15, 20-36 and 41-72 rejected under 35 U. S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Muller (U.S. Patent No. 6,249,727) in view of Larson et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,907,324, hereinafter Larson). 

In respect to claim 1 , Muller discloses a method comprising: 

allowing the first application to set an initial range for the controlled parameter 
setting (see cal. 5, lines 25-35, line 61 to cal. 6, line 27); 

and subsequently, allowing at least a second application to modify the controlled 
parameter setting within the initial range set by the first application (see col. 5, lines 
3547). 
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Muller does not explicitly disclose verifying if the first and second application is 
allowed to set or modify the controlled parameter. However, Larson discloses verifying 
whether a request to change subobject and attribute values from a participant is 
authorized to make the change, if authorizes, the changes is carried out, if not 
authorized, an error message to the user is generated to inform him that he is not 
allowed to make the change (Larson, col. 17, lines 25-36). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the teaching of Larson for verifying if a participant is authorized to make 
changes to attribute values and whether changes should be carried out with the 
teaching of Muller for allowing applications to set or modify controlled parameter to 
ensure that changes made to controlled parameters are being monitored so that 
unauthorized application can not make changes without proper authorization. 

In respect to claims 2, 9, 54, 56, and 65, Muller discloses a method and a system 
claims as recited in claims 1 , 8, 53 and 64. Larson further discloses using a security 
code as a form of verification (Larson, col. 7, lines 50-52 and col. 17, lines 25-37). 

In respect to claims 3, 10, 55 and 66, Muller and Larson disclose method and 
system claims as recited in claims 2, 9, 54 and 65. Muller and Larson do not disclose 
wherein the first security code is encrypted or decrypted. However, Encrypting and 
decrypting secure information is old and well known. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to encrypt the security 
code taught by Larson with programmable preferred operating parameter control limit 
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on a data card taught by Muller to protect the data from accessing by unauthorized 
users. 

In respect to claim 4, Muller and Larson disclose a method as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the first application is verified based at least partially on memory location 
information associated with a verifying function (see Larson, col. 17, lines 25-36). 

In respect to claim 5, Muller and Larson disclose a method as recited in claim 4, 
wherein the memory location information associated with the verifying function defines 
memory location within a read only memory (ROM) (see Larson, col. 17, lines 25-36), 

In respect to claim 6, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
1, wherein the initial range includes at least a maximum controlled parameter setting, 
and the second application is not allowed to modify the controlled parameter setting 
beyond the maximum controlled parameter setting (see Muller, cal. 5, lines 35-47). 

In respect to claim 7, Muller and Larson disclose a method as recited in claim 1 , 
wherein the initial range includes at least a minimum controlled parameter setting, and 
the second application is not allowed to modify the controlled parameter setting below 
the minimum controlled parameter setting (see Muller, col. 5, lines 35-47), 

In respect to claim 8, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
1, further comprising: 

allowing the second application to modify the current range for the controlled 
parameter setting and subsequently, allowing at least a third application to modify the 
controlled parameter setting within the current range as modified by the second 
application (see Muller, col. 5, line 61-cal. 6, line 27). Muller does not explicitly disclose 
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verifying that the second application is allowed to modify the current range for the 
controlled parameter setter. However, Larson discloses verifying whether a request to 
change subobject and attribute values from a participant is authorized to make the 
change, if authorizes, the changes is carried out (Larson, col. 17, lines 25-36). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Larson for verifying if a participant is 
authorized to make changes to attribute values and whether changes should be carried 
out with the teaching of Muller for allowing applications to set or modify controlled 
parameter to ensure that changes made to controlled parameters are being monitored 
so that unauthorized application can not make changes without proper authorization. 

In respect to claim 1 1 , Muller and Larson disclose the method in claim 8, wherein 
the second application is verified based at least partially on memory location information 
associated with a verifying function (Larson, col. 17, lines 25-36). 

In respect to claim 12, Muller and Larson disclose the method in claim 11, 
wherein the memory location information associated with the verifying function defines 
memory location within a read only memory (ROM) (Larson, col. 17, lines 25-36). 

In respect to claim 13, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
8, wherein the current range includes to at least a maximum controlled parameter 
setting, and the third application is not allowed to modify the controlled parameter 
setting beyond the maximum controlled parameter setting (see col. 5, lines 35-47). 

In respect to claim 14, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
6, wherein the current range includes is at least a minimum controlled parameter 
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setting, and the third application is not allowed to modify the controlled parameter 
setting below the minimum controlled parameter setting (see col. 5, lines 35-47), 

In respect to claim 15, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
1 , wherein the controlled parameter setting is selected from a group of settings 
comprising a vehicle control parameter (see col, 4, lines 35-39). 

In respect to claim 20, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
1 , wherein verifying that the first application is authorized to set the initial range for the 
controlled parameter setting further includes using at least one verifier selected from a 
group comprising at least a first verifier and a second verifier (see Larson, col. 17, lines 
25-37). 

In respect to claim 21, Muller and Larson disclose the method claim as recited in 
claim 13, wherein verifying that the second application is authorized to set the initial 
range for the controlled parameter setting further includes using at least one verifier 
selected from a group comprising at least a first verifier and a second verifier (see 
Larson, col. 17, lines 25-37), 

In respect to claims 22, 25-29 and 32-36 and 41-42 the claim limitations are 
computer readable medium claims that are substantially similar to the method claims 1 , 
4-8 and 11-15 and 21. Therefore claims 22, 25-29 and 32-36 and 41-42 are rejected 
based on the similar rationale. 

In respect to claims 23-24 and 30-31 , the claim limitations are computer readable 
medium claims that are substantially similar to the method claims 2-3, 9-10. Therefore 
claims 23-24 and 30-31 are rejected based on the similar rationale. 
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In respect to claim 43-44, Muller discloses a method comprising: setting an 
authorized range and a current value for a controlled parameter; receiving a request to 
change the current value of the controlled parameter from an application; changing the 
current value of the controlled parameter if a requested value of the controlled 
parameter is within the authorized range (Muller, col. 5, line 25-col. 6, line 27). 
Muller does not explicitly disclose verifying that the application is authorized to modify 
the authorized range for the controlled parameter, prior to changing the current value of 
the controlled parameter to the requested value. However, Larson discloses verifying 
whether a request to change subobject and attribute values from a participant is 
authorized to make the change, if authorizes, the changes is carried out (Larson, col. 
17, lines 25-36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Larson for verifying if 
a participant is authorized to make changes to attribute values and whether changes 
should be carried out with the teaching of Muller for allowing applications to set or 
modify controlled parameter to ensure that changes made to controlled parameters are 
being monitored so that unauthorized application can not make changes without proper 
authorization. 

In respect to claim 45, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
44, wherein the authorized range includes at least one authorized limit selected from a 
group including a minimum authorized limit and a maximum authorized limit (see cot. 4, 
lines 53-65). 
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In respect to claim 46, Muller and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
45, further comprising changing the current value of the controlled parameter to the 
minimum authorized limit if the requested value is less than the minimum authorized 
limit and the application is not authorized to modify the authorized range (see col. 5, 
lines 35-60). 

In respect to claim 47, Muffler and Larson disclose the method as recited in claim 
45, further comprising changing the current value of the controlled parameter to the 
maximum authorized limit ff the requested value is more than the maximum authorized 
limit and the application is not authorized to modify the authorized range (see col. 5, 
lines 35-60). 

In respect to claims 48-52, the claim limitations are computer readable medium 
claims that are substantially similar to the method claims 43-47. Therefore claims 48-52 
are rejected based on the similar rationale. 

In respect to claim 53 and 60, the claim limitations are system claims that are 
substantially similar to method claim 1. Therefore, claims 53 and 60 are rejected based 
on the similar rationale. 

In respect to claims 57 and 67, Muller and Larson disclose the system as recited 
in claims 54 and 65, wherein the program further includes at least one linked verifier 
function stored within a predefined portion of the memory, and the program is 
configured to determine if the linked verifier function, as called by the program, is not 
within the predefined portion of the memory, in which case, the program determines that 
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the first application is unauthorized to modify the range (see Larson, col. 17, lines 25- 
37). 

In respect to claim 58 and 68, Muller and Larson disclose the system as recited 
in claims 57 and 67, wherein the predefined memory location is within a read only 
portion of the memory (see Larson, col. 17, lines 25-36). 

In respect to claim 59 and 69, Muller and Larson disclose system as recited in 
claims 54 and 64, wherein the security code is uniquely associated a software 
developer entity responsible for providing the first application (see col. 7, lines 50-52 
and col. 17, lines 25-37). 

In respect to claim 61, the claim limitation is a system claim that is substantially 
similar to method claim 15. Therefore, claim 61 is rejected based on the similar 
rationale. 

In respect to claim 62, Muffler discloses a system as recited in claim 53, wherein 
the processor, the memory, and the program are part of a computer system within a 
vehicle (see cot. 2, lines 32-39). 

In respect to claim 63, Muller discloses a system as recited in claim 53, further 
comprising at least one device that is coupled to the program and is responsive to the 
parameter value from the program (see cot. 4, lines 53-67). 

In respect to claim 64, 70 and 71, the claim limitations are system claims that are 
substantially similar to method claims 43, 62 and 63. Therefore, claim 64, 70 and 71 are 
rejected based on the similar rationale. 
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In respect to claim 72, the claim limitation is substantially similar to claim 46. 
Therefore, claim 72 is rejected based on the similar rationale. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 16-19 are 37-40 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tongoc Iran whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
3843. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory Morse can be reached on (571) 272-3838. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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